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ABSTRACT 

This report examines the impact of the Chapter 1 
Extended-School-Day On-Campus and Of f^-Campus programs on the academic 
achievement of students served during the 1988-83 school year in 
Houston (Texas) . Both programs provided supplemental instruction in 
reading/ language arts, mathematics ^ and English as a second Language 
after the regular school day. A program description and an outline of 
the methodology are provided for each program. The evaluation of the 
On-Campus program produces the follcming findings; (1) chapter 1 
students performed hetter than the comparison group on the MAT~6 
reading, language arts^ and mathematics at grade levels two through 
five; and (2) first grade students scored below grade level on the 
KAT-6 reading and language subtests, and scored atK^ve grade level on 
the mathematics subtest- The evaluation of the Off -Campus program 
revealed the following findings; (1) a positive mean gain score on 
the MAT-'S reading test was achieved by the students at grade four^ 
and a positive mean score on the MAT-6 language test was achieved by 
students at grade three? (2) students in grade one scored above grace 
level on the KAT-6 reading and language tests, and below grade level 
on the MAT-^e mathematics test? (3) parents reported that their 
children were helped by the program; (4) a majority of the parents 
participated in the program; (5) a majority of the students reported 
that they hafl been helped by the program; and (6) most students 
appeared to like the program. Thirteen tables are included. (JS) 
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Extended Day On-Campus 



Executive Summary 



Chapter 1 Extended-School-Day On-Campus Program 

Final Report 1988-89 

Chapter 1 Research 

Program Description 

Tias program jmivided suf^teix»ntal instmcticm in re^SingAaiiguage am, mathematics, 
arai English as a Seccnui Language after the regular scIkxiI day. The ExtwKted-Scho(d-Day 
program served some stiKlents who did not take part in other Ch^n^ 1 programs during 
the ^ool day. Sti^ents who were enzolled in otl^ darner 1 ^nograms woe als» able to 
take part if they cfemonstiated sevwe acsKjemic weaknesses requiring additional service. 
Instruction was offered to small ^ups of no more dian 10 students. Qas^ w«c 
scheduled after school vo provide these stuctents with additional tin^ on task and 
supplen^tary instmcticm directed at basic skills weaknes^s. Four cHie-hour classes werc 
offesed per w^ Each stiKleni received at least tiiiny minutes per day of direct instmction 
and tiiirty minutes divided between guided and independent practice during each one-hour 
class. Qasses began fifteen minutes after the end of the regular K;hod day. 

The program objectives read as follows: 

Objective 1: Non-UEP pupils who have participate in the Extended-Sdiool-Day program 
for at least 100 days will show an average NCE gain that is equal to ot greater than the 
average NCE gain male by non-LEP students at the same educational level in non-Chapter 
1 schools. 

Objective 2: By the spring testing date, Umiied English Proficient (LEP) students, who 
have i^uticipated in the ExteiMi€d-School-Day program for at least 100 days will show an 
average gain on the Califtsnia Test of Basic Skills-Espaiiol (CTBS-Espafiol) that is ajual to 
or better than the average gain made by LEP students in non-Chapter 1 schools. 

Objective 3: Performance of first grade Chapter 1 pupils on the spring MAT-6 will be 
noted. 



Funding Sources 

The Extended-School-Day On-Campus program cost $312,697, which was 2.2% of total 
Chapter 1 expenditures ($14,276,293) for instructional programs. A total of 1,447 
students were served at a cost of $2 16 per student. 

Evaluation Objectives 

This investigation was designed to provide answers for the following research questions; 

Research Question 1 : Was thoe a difference between the Chapt^ 1 students and the non- 
Chapter 1 cfflnpariscsi group in reading/language arts at grade levels 2 through 5? 

Research OuestiCTi 2: Was there a difference between the Chap^ 1 students and the non- 
Chapter 1 comparison group in mathem;,acs at grade levels 2 through 5? 
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Executive Summary (continued) 



Research Chiestion 3 : What was the performance of the LEP students on the initial 
administraticm of the Spanish Assessment of Basic Education (SABE) at ^de levels 1 
through 5? 

Research Question 4 : What was the perfcMmance of the first grade non-LEP students on 
the Mcot^xjlitan Adiievement Test (MAT-6)? 



Methods 

Evaluation of the first rematch question was based upom die Nonnal Curve Equivalent 
(NCE) gain scores achieved by the Qiaptc^ 1 student in tbt evaluation ^mple. Gain 
scenes for a ccsnpari^ g^rcHip will also be presented. Comparisons were vmdQ between 
die Chtqita' 1 evaluation sample and the comparison group by means of t-tests (two-udled, 
significance level = .05). The other research questions were cvaluat«i by presenting the 
xequii^ cb^ptive statistics. 



Results 

Research Question 1: The Chapto* I stiKlents performed as well as the cc»iipanson group 
at all grade levels on the MAT-6 reading test. Tim Qiapicr 1 sUKtents pofcmi^ as well as 
the comparison group at grades 2, 3, and 4 <hi the MAT-6 language test; tfie Chapt«- 1 
students in grade S did significantly bettor than the compariscHi group. Hie results at grade 
5 should be viewed witii caution because of the small number of students in the evaluation 
sample at thai grade level. 

Research Question 2 : The Chapter 1 stmlents i^omied as well as the comparison group 
at grades 2, 4, ami 5 on the MAT-6 mathematics test In additicm, the Qmpter I stiKients in 
3 did sigoificandy bet^ than die cc»npanson grcwp. These results should be viewed 
with cation because of the smaU numbo^ of students, especially at gr^ 2. 

Research Ou^tion 3 : The CSmptra- 1 LEP students scored above ^lade level on the SABE 
reeling test at grac^ 1, 2, and 3. Only one student meeting selectifxi ciitma had a score 
on die SABE nmthem^s test B^ause of the small numlx^ of stiKlents in the equation 
sample, genoralizations should be avoided. 

Research Question 4 : Hie Chapter 1 non-LEP first grade students scored below grade level 
on the MAT-6 reading and language subtests, and scored above grade level on the 
mathematics subtest 



Executive Summarj^ (continued) 



In Conclusion: 



CH>jccuvc 1 was met on the MAT-6 reading. language, and mathematics tests at all grade 
levels. 

CMjjcctive 2 was not evaluated because the Spanish test was changed to tfie Spanish 
Assessn»nt of Basic Education (SABE). There were no pmest scores available for 
this reason. 

Objective 3 was met as the performance of first grade Chapter 1 pupils cm the spring 
MAT-6 is provided- 
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DESIGN OF THE INQUIRY 



The purpose of this inquiry was to examine the impact of the Chapter 1 
Extended-School-Day On-Campus program on the academic achievement of 
students served during the 1988-89 school year. 



Hie specific tasks for this inquiry were: 

•To evaluate d» reading/Ianguagc arts ami mad^matics objecdves ftx the program by 
comparing the academic aduevcnwnt ob^rved for stiKlents (grades 2 through 5) in the 
program with the aducvcnKnt c^served fOT non-Ch^tcr 1 comparison groups in 
reading/language aits and'madiematics. 

•To obtain baseline year data for the first grade students in the program along with 
baseline data for Limited English Proficient (LEP) students in grades 1 through 5 on a 
new Spanish language achievement test 



This investigation was designtd to provide answers to the following research questions: 

Research Question 1 : Was there a difFwencc between the Qiapier 1 students and the 
non-Chapter 1 comparison group in reading/language arts at gracte levels 2 throu^ 5? 

Research Question 2 : Was there a difference between the Chapter 1 students and the 
ncm-Ghapter 1 comparison group in mathematics at grade levels 2 through 5? 

Research Question 3 : What was the perfonmance of the LEP students on the initial 
administration of the Spanish Assessment of Basic Education (SABE) at grade levels 
1 through 5? 

Research Question 4 : What was die praformance of the first grade non-LEP students 
on die Metropolitan Achieven^t Test (MAT-6)? 
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MOTIVATION FOR CONDUCTING THIS STUDY 



Why was this study conducted? 



This investigation was conducted for the following reasons: 

Federal Requirements: This report presents information collected during the 1988- 
89 school year as mandated by Fcckral guidelines. The Education Consolidation and 
Improvenw Act erf 1981 (ECIA) established Ae C2iapter 1 jHx^ram to jHovide 
supplemental remedial instmciicHi in realing/laiiguage arts, maihcmati«^, En^ish as a 
Second Languid (ESL) and bilingual education fen* pupils who are economically and 
educationally disadvantaged. 

HISD Guiddines: The program guidelines from the Bureau of External Funding 
contained achievement objectives for Qiapia 1 instructional programs. The 
guidelines called for the evaluation of Chapter 1 instructional programs based upon 
diese achievement objectives. Hiis repwt provides information regarding the 
attainment of Ac achievement objective for the Extended-School-Day program. 



This report evaluates the following academic objectives for the Extended-School-Day 
program: 

The first objective reads as follows: Non-LEP pupils who have participated in tiie 
Extended-School-Day program for at least 100 days will show an avoage NCE gain 
that is equal to or greater than the avcra^ NCE gain made by non-LEP students at the 
same educaticmal level in non-Chapter I schools. 

The second objective reads as follows: By the spring testing date. Limited English 
President (LEP> students, who have participated in the Extended-School-Day 
program for at least 100 days will sl»w an average gain m the California Test of 
Basic Skills-Espanol (CTBS-Esimfiol) that is equal to or better than the average gain 
made by LEP students in non-C3iapter I schools. 

The third objective reads as follows: Performance of first grade Chapter 1 pupils on 
the spring MAT-6 will be noted. 
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PROGRAM DESCRIPTION 



What was ihe Chapter 1 Extended-School-Day On-Campus program? 



The following describes the Extended-School-Day On-Campus program as it was 
in^ementeri during the 1988-89 school year 

Purpose: TTie program provided supplemental instnKtion in reading/language arts, 
mathematics, and English as a Second Language afto- the regular school day. The 
Extended-Schod-Day program served some students who did not take part in other 
QiaptffiT 1 programs dtmng the school day. Stwicnts who were airoll«i in other 
Chapter 1 programs w«e also able to take part if they <temonstrat«i severe aca(kmic 
weaknesses requiring additional service. 

Number Served & Cost: TTie Extended-School-Day On-Campus program cost 
$312,697, which was 2.2% of total Chapter 1 expenditures ($14,276,293) for 
instructional programs. A total of 1,447 students were served at a cost of $216 per 
student. 

Services: Instruction was offered to small groups of no more than 10 stodents. 
Classes were sclwduled after school to provide these stmicnis with additicmal time on 
task and supplementary instruction directed at basic sldlls weaknesses. Four cH»-hour 
classes were offaed per wedc. Each stuckni received at least thirty minutes pw day of 
direct instrucdon and thirty minutes divicted between guided and independeit jsactk^ 
during each CHie-hour class. Gasses tegan fifteen minutes after the end of die regular 
school day. 

Schools: The Extended-School-Day program was implemented at 36 Chapter 1 
schools during the 1988-89 school year. 
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METHODS 



How was this study conducted? 



The students involv«i in this study wctc: 

Chapter 1 Student PopuIaticNi: The Chapter 1 Program was implemented on the 
111 campuses with the highest pacenta^ of students in the Free Lunch program. In 
on^ fm a $tud«it at (me of ti^ schools to be eligible for a Chtqiter 1 ronedial 
pn^ram, the su^ient had to meet placement criteria m an accqitable ^andaidized tc^ 
l£P ^fknts also had to be reoHmi^nded by the Language ProBcienc>* Assessment 
COnmittec (LPAQ at tficir school. Stuttents who had been retained at the crel of die 
impeding year were eligible for C3iapier 1 remediation upon the recommendation of 
the Promoiion/Retcniion Committee at dieir sdiool. 

The following noim-referenced tests were used to place students into Ch^ter 1 
programs. 

•The Language Assessment Scales (LAS) - oral English lest for S|»nish speaking 

first grade students 
•The Metrqx>litan Readiness Test - first gr^c students 
•The Meirc^litan Achievement Test (MAT-6) - non-LEP students in grades 2 - 5 
•The Compehensive Tests of Basic Skills - E^ol (CTBS-Espanol) - LEP 

students in grades 2-5 
•The California Achievemei.i Test (CAT) - swdents with no other test scores 

LEP students who were instructed primarily or entirely in English took the MAT-6. 

Chapter 1 Evaluaticni Sample: The Oiapter 1 students included in this evaluation 
sample were enrolled in the program for at least 100 days. Only students with MAT-6 
scores for firing 88 and spring 89 were included in the evaluaticm of the objective. 
Students who wa:e retained the previous year were not included because they took the 
same level test for both the pretest and the posttest. Students who were served in two 
Chapter 1 programs were also not included. 

LEP Students: The sKond objective will not be evaluated because the Spanish test 
was changed to the Spanish Assessment of Basic Education (S ABE). There were no 
pretest scores available for this reason. 

Compari^ Group: Hie comparison group consisted of non-LEP students from 
non-C3iapter 1 schools at the same educarioiml level as their Chapter 1 count^ans. 
These students would have been eligible to be enrolled in Oiapter 1 remedial 
programs had they attended C2iapter 1 schools. 
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METHODS (continued) 



The results of this evaluation will be reported in the following sectitm ami will be based 
upon gain scores. 

Evaluation: The resulte section will present» by grade level, the gain scores achicvwi 
by the Chapter 1 stuttents in the evaluation sample . Gain scores for the wjmparison 
group will also be presented. Comparisons (two-tailed* significance level = .05) 
w«e made between the Chapter 1 evaluation sample and the comparison group by 
means of i-tests (two-tailed, significance level ~ .05). At a given grade level, the 
program was considered to have met the achicvtanent «x)re objective if the n^an 
normal curve equivalwii (NCE) gain score for the Qiapier 1 group was not 
significantly dLffoent from « >\'as significantly greater than the mean gain score for 
the comparison group. The MAT-6 mean NCE scores for first ^Bdc non-LEP 
stutots, along with the SABE mean NCE scores for Ihe LEP stutots will also be 
presented. 

Gain Scores: A gain score is the difference, in normal curve ^juivalents, betw^n a 
score obtained by a student at the end of the 1987-88 school year and that student's 
score at the end of the 1988-89 school year. For a student below grade level, a 
positive gain score indicates moven^jnt toward or even beyond the mean of the 
normative group for the norm-referenced test. A gain score of zm) means that a 
student maintained his or hw level of academic achieveueni relative to the ncHmativc 
group. 
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RESEARCH QUESTION 1 



Was there a difTerence between the Chapter 1 students and a non-Chapter 1 
comparison group in reading/ianguage arts at grade levels 2 through 5? 



non-LEP Stmknts 
MAT-6 Reading NCE Scores 









Grade Level 








MAT-6 


2 


3 


4 




Total 




Posiiesi 


37.8 


33.0 


45.7 


43.7 






Pretest 


37,9 


39,1 


38.4 








Change 


-O.l 


-6.1 


7.3 








N 


5 


67 


55 


56 


183 




Posttest 


37.4 


32.4 


44.2 


4*? S 






Pretest 


37.6 


37.6 


35.6 








Change 


-0.2 


-5.2 


8.6 








N 


922 


im 


1537 


1276 


4744 




Diffotsncc 


0.1 


-0.9 


-1.3 








t - value 


0.01 


-0.80 


-1.03 


0 84 








non-LEP Students 










MAT'6 Language NCE Scores 












Grade Level 








MAT-6 


2 


3 


4 


5 


Total 




Posttest 


38.3 


49.7 


54.2 


52.5 




Chapter 1 Group 


Pretest 


36.8 


46.2 


50.9 


49.5 






Change 


1.5 


3.5 


3.3 


3.0 






N 


5 


67 


55 


56 


183 




Posttest 


39.8 


44.5 


51.6 


47.2 




Comparison Group 


Pretest 


37.2 


43.2 


49,7 


48.4 






Change 


2,6 


1.3 


1.9 


-1.2 






N 


922 


1009 


1537 


1276 


4744 




Difference 


-1.1 


2.4 


1.4 


4.2 






t - value 


-0.18 


1.29 


0.92 


2.76* 





♦p < .05 
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RESEARCH QUESTION 1 (continued) 



•The pt^ram objcaive was met at aH four gracte levels on tis MAT-6 reading test, with 
the Chapter 1 students petfc^ming as well as t!^ conq>aris(Si group at all gmie levels. 

•The program objective was met at all the four grade levels on the MAT-6 languid test, 
with dw Chapter 1 students pcrfcHming as well as the ccMnparison group at grades 2, 
3, and 4. In ^idi'don, the Chapt« 1 students in grade 5 did signific^tly better dian 
the comparison group. 

*Tlie results at grade 5 shot' be viewed with cauti<Ki because of the small numfcrar of 
student? at that grade level. 
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RESEARCH QUESTION 2 



Was there a difference between the Chapter X students and a non-Chapter 1 
comparison group in mathematics at grade levels 2 through 5? 



non-L£P Stiuknis 



MAT'6 Mathematics NCE Scores 









Grade Level 








MAT-6 


2 


3 


4 


5 


Total 




Posttest 


45.2 


48.4 


41,9 


39.0 




Chs^ter 1 Croup 


Pretest 


29.8 


36.9 


32.9 


35.7 






Oiange 


15.4 


11.5 


9.0 


3.3 






N 


5 


17 




26 


70 




Posttest 


38.6 


37.5 


41.9 


41.2 




Comparison Group 


Pretest 


31.9 


35.1 


32.8 


36.3 






Change 


6.7 


2.4 


9.1 


4.9 






N 


424 


484 


568 


660 


2136 




Difference 


8,7 


9.1 


-0.1 


-1.6 






I - value 


1.24 


2.74* 


-0.02 


-0.69 





*p <, .05 



Trends 

•The program objective was met at aH the four gratte levels on the MAT-6 mathematks 
test, with the Qiapter 1 stuctents perfonning as well as the ccnnpaiiscm group at ginades 
2, 4, and 5. In addition, the Chapter 1 students in grade 3 did significantly bet^ than 
the compaxison group. These results should te viewed widi caution b«:ause of tlw 
small numbers of students, especially at grade 2, 
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RESEARCH QUESTION 3 



What was the performance of the LEP students on the initial administration 
of the Spanish Assessment of Basic Education (SABE) at grade levels 1 
through 5? 



LEPSmdems 
SABE NCE Scores 





SABE 


1 


2 


Grade Level 
3 


4 


5 


Trial 


Reading 


Mean 
N 


80.2 
19 


72.3 
4 


59.7 
9 


40.8 
4 


45.6 
9 


45 




Mean 
N 


4.0 
1 


0 


0 


0 


0 


1 



•The Ch^ter 1 LEP stiaients sa)red above grade level on the SABE reading test at 
grades 1, 2, ami 3. Only one student noting selection criteria had t on the 
SABE mathenmtics test. Becau^ of the »iiall numl^ of studoits in the evaluation 
sample, genmlizations should be avoided 
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RESEARCH QUESTION 4 



What was the performance of the first grade non-LEP students on their 
initial exposure to the Metropoiitan Achievement Test (MAT-6)? 



non-I£P First Gnuie 
MAT-6 NCE Scores 







Subject 




MAT-6 


Reading 


Language 


Matbmiatics 


Mean 


43.1 




57.0 


N 


27 


27 


40 



•The C3iapia- 1 non-LEP first grade students sccscd below grade level cm the MAT-6 
reading and language subtests, and scored above grade level on the matheniatics 
subtest 
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Extended Day Off-Campus 



Executive Summary 
Chapter 1 Extended*School-Day OfT-Campus Program 

Final Report 1988-S9 

Chs^to- 1 Research 

Program Description 

The program pnvided sui^lonental instruction in reading/language arts, mattaaatics, and 
computer literacy aft«' the regular school day at Cuney KcHnes and the Bfth-Waid Multi- 
ServK% Center. Cuney Hc»iies serv^ studotts ton Black^ear aiHi Lockhart, while Fifth 
Waid served students fiom Bnice Elementary School Smdents in this {so^am al^ 
pardc^^ted 5g a CSii^Ker Ifsogram during the zegulsorsch^ histnK;tion was o£feftd 
to small groups of 10 to 15 sti^nts. Students partkipated in either the readingAanguage 
arts pn^ram a* the mathematics program. Par^pation in dthor the reading math 
classes was a prerequisite to particiimtion in the ccmipu^ classes. Each student was 
enrcAlcd in two oi»-hour clas^ per week in eitht^ reading^angua^ arts or matl^matics. 
Following each of these classy the student attended an adtUiional one-hour period of 
c<xnputer drill and practice. Students also received instruction in critical dunking skills 
(^texed (HI those skills applicable to aduevement in reading and imthemadis. 

The program objectives read as follows: 

Olgectivel; By the end the project year, the att«KiaiK»(^stwients in off-campus 
extended-school-day dasses will bt as good or better dian the atterniaiKs of students in 
compirable cm-canpus, ex^nded-K;hool-day cias^, as indicated by a con^^son of 
attendance rosters. 

Objective 2: The. particq»nts* scotcs on the Spring 1988 and Spring 1989 MAT-6 Total 
Reading or Language SK)f« or their Total Mmhematics scores will be noted, as well as the 
pardcipants' scores on die CTBS-Espafiol (h- the LAS. In addition, these stmients' mpan 
caidgracfeswillbecon^jazed: the grade received in reading or mathmiatics in d» six- 
weeks grading period preceding pn^ram i^cipati(m will be o^pared to the grade 
received in the final six-weeks grading poiod. 

Olgective 3: The attitide of parents and stodents toward the {Ht^ram will have been 
surveyKi by die end of the project year. 



Funding Sources 

The Extended-Schoo!-Day program cost $23,132, which was less than 1% of total Chapter 
1 expenditures ($14,27633) for instructional programs. A total of 90 students were 
scrv«i at a cost of $257 per student 
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Executive Summarjr (continued) 



Evaluation Objective 

This investigation was designed to provide answers for the following research questions: 

Research Question 1 : What was the perfotmanc^ of the Chapter 1 students in 
reading/language arts at grade levds 2 through S? 

Research Question 2 : What was die perfiHinanc% of tiie Chapto' 1 stucfents in mathcnatics 
at gr^ levels 2 thn»]gh S? 

Researdi Questigwi 3: What was the pofcsmaiK^e of the first grade ncm-LEP students on 
tiic Metropolitan Achievra^t Test (MAT-6)? 

Rej^jaix^ QuestiCT 4 : Was tbffm a diffc^nce betw^n the attendance of snxients in the 
Extoided-Day Off-Campus cliisses and their anendanc^ in their regular daily classes? 

Research Question 5: Was tha« a diffidence between the lepit card gnutes received by 
participants in mding or mathonatics in the six- weeks grading period preceding program 
paiticipation aiKi die n^Kst card grades recdved in the final sdx-wed» grading poiod? 

Reseair h OiesticHi 6 : Did the parents beheve that their children were helped by the 
program? 

Research Ouestiai 7: Did the parents report their own active participation in the program? 
R««arch Quesrion R: Did the students beUeve that they were helped by the program? 
Research Question 9 : Did the studeats report liking the program? 



Methods 

Evaluaticm of the first three research qi^stions were based upon the N<»nial Cuive 
Equivaloit (NCE) gai)i scoxs achieved by the Qiapto' 1 students in ti^ evaluation san^tle. 
Thes^ rraearch questicms wc3« evaluated by presaiting tlw required descriptive statistics 

Re^arch questions 4 and 5 waie evaluated by using the grades and attendance figure 
found in the Student Master Hie. The attendance question was evalua^ by performing a 
t-test comparison (two-tailed, significance level « .05) betw«n the mean smdent 
attendajice rate drawn &om tli^ Stident Master Hie and the mean attendance rate in the 
Extendni-Day classes iis repeated by program per»}nneL The repent card gr^ research 
question was evaluated by means d a conparison between the grade xec^ved in reading ch* 
math^natics in die ^-wedcs grading period |H«ceding program particq^adtm and the grade 
received in the final six-weeks grading period by means of a t-test (two*tail«i, significance 
level = .05). 
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Executive Summary (continued) 

Reseaxch questicms 6 through 9 were evaluated by means d surveys of suident and 
paroital attitudes towazd the Extended-Day OffOn^us program. Rhit general areas of 
interest were identified. S&uknts were asked questions as to whether they fdt that they 
were helped by the pit^iam. They were also asked about their fedings toward the 
program. Parents were asked about the program's effectiveness. Hiey were also asked 
about die d^iee to which dicy were involv^ in the laogram. Snidrat surveys were given 
to all stuttents, with directions to conqilete and return them to dieir Bxieuled-Day 
CoofdiiffltcB-. student was also given a parental survey and a stamped envc^pe 
addressed to die District's Research Departm«)t Each student was asked to have one 
survey convicted by one m both par»)!s v ' adult guardian. Hie parm^ survey conned 
instruoicms as to how the parent was to complete aiKi return the surv^. Of die 89 parratal 
surveys distributed. 28 (3 1%) woe returned, while 66 (74%) <rf die student surveys were 
returned. 



Results 

ReseaiLl. Question ^! A positive mean gain scc»e on die MAT-6 reading test was achieved 
by the Chapter 1 students at ^dc 4, and a positive ns^ gain score on the MAT-6 
language test was achieved by die Oi^ter 1 students at grade 3. Because of die snaall 
number of students in die evaluation sample, generalizations ton these results stould be 
avoided. 

Research Question 2: NfAT-6 mathematics scores were available fc^ only a small number 
of sttKients at gra^ 3 and 4. GenoaUzations horn these results should be avoided. 

Researeh QoestiCTi 3: Chapter 1 studoits in grade 1 scored above grsde level on the MAT- 
6 reading and language tests, and below gr^e levd on the MAT-6 mathematics test 
Because of the small numl^ of students in die evaiuati(m sample, generalizations should 
be avoided. 

Research Question 4 : Student attendance in die Extended-Day Of)>-Campus prc^ram was 
compared to the attendance of the ^me smctents in didr regular cla^rooms. Hie n^an 
attendaiK^ rate f(ff die program was nm significantly diffraem ton tl» mean regukr 
classroom attendance rate. 

Re^arch Ouesrimi Whik tl» average repc^ card grades obtaii^ in b(^ matiimiatics 
axKi reading at die end of tl» final six week marking poiod woe highra* dian dio% obtained 
for die first six weeks, the diffe^nces between die two marking periods w^ not 
significant 

Researeh Q uestion 6: Hie i^rents reported diat d^ children were helped by die program. 
Improved interest in school was report«J by 7 1% of the respondents, widi 68% reporting 
improved school behavicH- and 86% noting improved study habits. In addition, 79% 
reported that tisir children's graiks have gone up. 
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Executive Summary (continued) 



Research Quesrimi 7: A majority of parents responded aflinnatively to questions regazding 
their participation in the prograoL For exan^le, 64% repeated having visited the program 
to see ^ cms in operation. In addition, 79% repcmed being infcnn^ about ^eir 
children's progress, with 75% reporting having discussed their children with a teacher. 
When asiced if they wanted Ae program to continie, 71% reported wanting tl» program to 
contini» "as-is", with anodier 18% wanting it to omtinue with sane changes. No parents 
r^KidBd wanting to see the program ccHne to an end. 

Researoh O^stion 8: A to^ of 66 students re^xmded to this question, with 67% 
r^xffting bang helped "a Im" and 18% reporting being helped "a little. Nu snidents 
repcmed not bdng helped by die program; 15% did not xe^>ond to this questicm. 

Researefa Question 9! Most stiKients appeared to like the pro-am, widi 43% reporting 
liking it "a lot** and anoti^ 43% liking it "a Httle**. When askoi if they mmid like to oonoe 
to the program next year, 77% said yes and 8% said no. hi addition, 56% reported 
wanting the number of days they come to this program to increase, with another 38% 
wandng the number of days to remain the same. 

In Conclusion: 

CK)jective 1 could nm be evaluated as the attoKiaiK^ of students in Chapter 1 classes 
was not available. This information is no longer rinded by Qii^iter 1 teadiers. 

C%|jective 2 was met as the perfoimance Chapter 1 pupils m d» MAT-6 is provicfed 
along wift the result of the report cmd grades research questitm. The CTBS-Eqiaiiol 
was not administered in the spring of 1989; none of the sUidoits in the evaluation 
sample took die Spanidi Assessnwnt of Basic Education (SABE). 



Objective 3 was met as the results of the attitude surveys arc provided. 



DESIGN OF THE INQUIRY 



The purpose of this Inquiry was to examine the impsct of the Chapter 1 
Extended-School-Day Off'-Campus program on the academic achievement of 
students served during the 198S-89 school year. 



The specific asks for this inquiry were: 

•To evaluate the i^iiKlemic impact of the program by comparing the acactenic 
achievement observed for students (grades 2 through 5) in the program with die 
achieven^nt obsevcd f(H- non-Chapter 1 comparison groups in rcading/language arts 
and mathematics. 

•To evaluate the program objectives regarding attendance, report card grades, aiKl 
parental and student attitudes. 

•To c^tain bascUnc year data few the first graite students in the program along with 
baseline data fcs* Limited English Proficient (LEP) stiKlents in grades 1 dirou^ 5 on a 
new Spanish language achievoMnt tssL 



This investigation was designed to provkie answers to the following research questions: 

Research Question I: What was the perfomiance of the Chapter 1 students in 
reading/language arts at grade levels 2 through 5? 

Re^arch Question 2 : What was the perfomiance of the Qiapter 1 students in 
mathematics at grade levels 2 thrmigh 5? 

Research Question 3: What was the performance of the first grade non-LEP students 
on tiK Metropolitan Achievement Test (MAT-6)? 

Research Question 4! Was there a difference between the attendance of students in the 
Extaided-Day Off-Campus classes and their attendance in their regular daily classes? 

Research Chiesdon 5 : Was there a dilference between the repeat card grades received 
by participants in reeling or mathemadcs in the six-weeks grading period preceding 
program pardc^iation and the Tcpon card grad^ received in the final six-we^ 
grading period? 

Research Question 6: Did the parents believe that their children were helped by the 
program? 




DESIGN OF THE INQUIRY (continued) 



Research Question 7 : Did the parents repm their own active pamcipaticm in the 
program? 

Research Question 8: Did the students believe that they west helped by the program? 

Research Question 9 : Did the students report liking the program? 



MOTIVATION FOR CONDUCTING THIS STUDY 



Why was this study conducted? 



This investigation was conducted for the following reasons: 

Federal Requirements: This report presents information collected during the 1988- 
89 K:hool year as mandated by Federal guidelines. The Education Consolidation and 
ImiHov«nrat Act of 1981 (EOA) establisted the Chapter 1 pt^iam to provide 
supplemental remedial in^ructicsi in readingtoguage arts, mathematics. En^ish as a 
Sec^ Language (ESL) and bilingual ^iucation for jHipils who are economically and 
educationally disadvantaged. 

HISD Gulddlnes: The program guidelines from the Bureau of External Funding 
contained objectives fcH- Chapter 1 instructional programs. The guidelines called for 
the evaluation of Chapter 1 instructional programs base^ upon these objectives. This 
report provides infcsmation regarding the attainment of the objectives for the 
Extended-School-Day program. 



This rejxjrt evaluates the following academic objectives for the Extcmicd-School-Day 
program: 

The first objective reads as follows: By the end of the project year, the attendance of 
students in off -campus extended-school-day classes will be as good or better than the 
attendance of students hi comparable on-campus, extended-school-day classes, as 
indicated by a comparison of attendance rosters. 

The second objective reads as foUows: Tbc participants' scores on the Spring 1988 
and Spring 1989 MAT>6 Total Reading or Language sccHies ca* their T<Hal Mathonatics 
scores will be noted, as wdl as ti» participants' s«Hes m the CTBS-E^maol or the 
LAS. In addition, these students' repeat card grades will be ccHnpared* die grade 
received in reading ch- mathematics in die six-weeks piling poiod preceding program 
participation will be ccnnpared to the gr^e rec«ved in the final six-weeks grading 
period. 

The third objective reads as follows: The attitude of parents and students toward the 
program will have been surveyed by the end of the prDj«;i year. 
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PROGRAM DESCRIPTION 



What was the Chapter 1 Extended-Schooi-D^iy Off-Campus program? 



The following describes the Exicnded-School-Day Off-Campus program as it was 
implcimiicd during tte 1988-89 school yean 

Purpose: The program provided supplemental instruction in reading/language arts, 
mathcmati«, and con^utcr literacy aft«- the regular school day at Cuncy Hon^ and 
the Fifth-Waid Multi-SCTvi<x Center. Cuney H(»i^ served stiKients fwm Blac^hear 
and Lockhart. while Fifth Ward swvcd students from Bruce Elenwntary School 
Students in this program also participated in a dapter 1 program during the regular 
school day. 

Number Served & Cosi: The Exiended-School-Day program cost $23,132, which 
was less than 1% of total Chapter 1 expenditures ($I*r,276,293) for instructional 
programs. A total of 90 students were served at a cost of $257 per smdent 

Service: Instruction was offaed to small groups of 10 to 15 students. Smdents 
participated in dthCT the rcading/languagc arts program «■ the mathematics program. 
IWdpation in either the leading m math clasj»ss was a |seiequisite to partidpation in 
the computer classes. Each student was enrolioi in two one-hour classes per week in 
eithCT reading/language arts or mathematics. Following each of these clasMss the 
student attcnckd an additi<Mial one-hour j^od of computer drill and practice. 
Students also recdved instruction in critical thinking sldlls centered on those skills 
applicable to achievement in reading and mathematics. 



ERIC 



OK 



METHODS 



How was this study conducted? 



The stiKients involved in this study were: 

Chapter 1 Student Popukiticii: The Ch^ter I Program was implemented on the 
111 campus with the highest percentages of students in the Fiee L.uich program. In 
onfer f(H- a student at cm of these schools to be eligible for a ChaptO' 1 rcm^Ual 
program, the sttdent h^ to ineet placement criteria on an %:cq}table standardized test. 
1^ students also had to be reccsnmended by the Language Proficiency Assessment 
Committee (LPAQ at thcff school. Students wki had be«j retained at the end of the 
preceding year were eligible for Qiapter 1 remediati<m upon the rK»mroendaiioii of 
the Promotion/Retention Committee at their school. 

Hie following iiomi-refercnced tests were used to place students into Chapter 1 
programs. 

•The Language Assessment Scales (LAS) -oral English test for Spanish speaking 

first gr^e students 
•The Metic^itan Readiness Test - first grade smctents 
•The MctioiJolitan Achievement Test (MAT-6) - iK)n-l£P students in grades 2-5 
•The Compr^nsive T«ts of Basic Sldlls - Espaxiol (CTBS-Espsiiol) - LEP 

students in grades 2-5 
•Hie California Achievement Test (CAT) - students with no other test scores 

LEP students who were instmctKi primarily ot entirely in English took the MAT-6 

Chapter 1 Evaluation Sample: The Oiapto- 1 students included in this evaluation 
sample were enrolled in the program for at least 100 days. Only students with MAT-6 
scores for spring 88 and sjmng 89 were included in die evaluation of the c^jective. 
Students who were retained the previous year were mi iiKjluded because dicy took the 
same level test for l»th the pretest and the postiest Most of these students were 
served in other Chapter 1 instructional pro^-ams. 

LEP Students: The second objective was not evaluated because the Spanish test was 
changed to the Spanish Assessment of Basic Education (S ABE), There were no 
prctrat scores available for this reason. There were no LEP students found in the 
evaluation sample. 



METHODS (continued) 



The results of &is evaluation will be reported in the blowing section and will be ba^ 
upon gain scores. 

Academic EvaiuaticNi: The results section will pre^nu by grade level, the gain 
scc^ achieved by the Qii^ct 1 students in the evaluation sample. Because a large 
numba- erf stu(fents in diis program were served in a second Oiapier 1 program, 
results for these ^iKients will be present^ The MAT-6 mean NCE scenes for first 
gracte non-LEP studtmts will also be presented. LAS scores were nm available at the 
time tiiat this report was prepaiwi. 

Gain &ores: A gain sctnt is the diffiBrence, in nomud curve eqoivaloits, between a 
score obtained by a sOKlaQt at the end of the 1987-S8 school year and th» student's 
score at the cod d the 1988-89 sdKX>l y^. For a extent below gr^ levd, a 
p(^tive pin score indkates movooent toward or even beytmd the mean of &e 
ncsmative grcHip fcr die nonn-re£mnced test Agains(x>reof z^n^ansthata 
student maintained his or her level of academic achievement relative to the nomiativc 
group. 

Repeat Card Grad»: Tlie repon card grades us«i to answer researeh question 5 
(Was ti^re a difference between the r^x»t card gr^ies FKxived by participants in 
reading or mathematics in t!» »x-wedcs grading poiod preceding program 
participaticxi ami die rqx»t catd gr^es received in the final six-wedks jading 
period?) were taken frcnn the Student Master Hie. A cxjmpaiisco vmt made between 
the gracb received in reading or matl^matics in the »x-wed£S gr^iing period 
preceding program participation and the grade received in the final six-w^^ grading 
period by means of a t-test (two-tailed, significance level « .05). 

Attendance Rates: Participant lutendance in the pxjgram was taken &om sovice 
rosters maintained by die Extemkd-Day teac)^. AttendaiK^ figures f(s the regular 
Chai^ 1 pst^pram classes not available. In (»der to gain some measure of 
poiogram attendance, a t-rest cmi^iari^n (two-tailed, significaiu:e leved = .05) was 
made between participant attradance in the program and thdr r^ular dassroom 
attendance taken fixHn the StiKimt Mast^ Hie. 
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SURVEY DESIGN & COLLECTION 



What issues were to be addre^ed? Who were the subjects for this study? 
How many qu^oniutires were returned? 



Purpose: A survey stutot and parental attitudes towani the Ext»ided-Day (M^ 
Campus program was called for by the program objectives.' Four general areas of 
interest wexe identified. Students woe asked questions as to whether they felt thai 
they weae l^lped by the jHOgranL They weare also s^ksd about their fedings upward 
theprograia Parents woe also asked about the program's effectiveness. They were 
also asked about the degree to which they woe invidvcd in the program. Two 
surveys, am for program participants* and cme for their parents, were designed to 
»idress Researdi Que^cais 7 throu^ 10. 

Sampling Plan: In March, surveys were sent to the Exicndcsd-Day Coordinators for 
Hfth Ward ai^ Cuney H(xx2es. At that time, thane were 89 stucknts participating in 
the j^gram. Student surveys were given to all 89 students, with directions to 
cfHi^ete and r^um them to their Ext»i(^-£Hiy Coc^nator. Each studoit was also 
given a pamital survey and a starxqjni envelope af&ires^ to the District's R^earch 
Department Eadi stiKient vfu asked to have one survey ccHx^leted by (me or both 
parents or adult guardian. Hie patental survey ccmtained instructi(ms toi how ihfi 
parent was to coniplete and retiun the survey. 

Response: Of the 89 parental surveys distributed, 28 (31%) were returned, while 66 
(74%) of the student surveys were returned. 



RESEARCH QUESTION 1 



What was the performance of the Chapter 1 students in reading/language 
arts at grade lev^ 2 through 5? 



non-lMP Students 
MAT'6 Reading NCE Scores 









Grade Level 








MAT-6 


2 


3 


4 


5 


TotaIN 




Posttcst 


28.1 


17.9 


33.4 






Chapter 1 Group 


Pretest 


37.4 


29.4 


31.1 


38.2 






Change 


-9.3 


-11.5 


2.3 


-8.3 






N 


6 


6 


12 


9 


33 






non-LEP Students 










MAT-6 Language NCE Scores 












Grade Level 








MAT-6 


2 


3 


4 


5 


Total N 




Posttest 


33.4 


30.3 


43.0 


39.4 




Qiaptt^ 1 Groi^ 


Pretest 


39.1 


27.2 


46.3 


46.1 






Change 


-5.7 


3.1 


-3.3 


-6.7 






N 


6 


6 


12 


9 


33 



Trend? 

•A positive mean gain scwe on the MAT-6 reading test was K^hievcd by the Oiapier 1 
students at grade 4. Because of the small numbor d students in die evaluation 
sample, gen«»aIizations from these results shouki avoided. 

•A positive n»an gain score cm the MAT-6 language test was achieved by the Chapter 1 
student at grade 3. Because of the small number of students in the evaluation 
sample* generalizations item these results should be avoickd. 
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RESEARCH QUESTION % 



What was the performance of the Chapter 1 students in mathematics at 
grade levels 2 through 5? 



mn-l£P Siudems 
MAT-6 Mathematics NCE Scores 





MAT-6 


2 


Grade Level 
3 4 


5 


ToiaIN 









39.3 


32.3 






ChaplR' 1 Group 


Pretest 




38.7 


37.4 








Oiange 




0.6 










N 




4 


6 




Id 



Trends 

•MAT-6 mathematics scwes were available for only a sanall numbra* of stiMlents at 
grades 3 and 4. Generalizations firom these results should be avoi^^ 
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RESEARCH QUESTION 3 



What was the performance of the first grade non-LEP students on the 
Metropolitan Achievement Test (MAT-6)? 



non-££P First Grade 
MAT-6 NCE Scores 







Subject 




MAT-6 


Reading 


Language 


M^iematics 


Mean 


57.6 


53.4 


38.1 


N 


g 


8 


5 



Oiapte^ 1 stiKiems in grade 1 scored above grack levd cbi die MAT-6 reading and 
language subtests. Because of the small number of students in the evaluation san^le, 
ge^raalizations should be avoickd. 
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RESEiVRCH QUESTION 4 



Was there a differ^ice between the attendance of students in the Extended- 
Day OfT-Campus and their attendance in their regular daily classes? 



Studoit attendaiK^ in ti» Exten(kd-Day O^-Campus program was ccxnpared to die 
attendance of the same students in thdr r&gular classxxxns (N - 90). The mean attoidance 
rate for the program, 85.7%, was no different fiom the mean regular classroom attendance 
rate of 90.6% ( t = 1.72, a =.089). 
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RESEARCH QUESTION 5 



Was there a difference between the report card grades received by 
participants in reading or mathematics in the six-weelcs grading period 
preceding program participation and the report card grades received in the 
final six-weeks grading period? 



HmePencxi 


Mean Grade 


IHffaeiMx 


t-valuc 


p-vali^/ltwo-aiicd 


MATH 


N-85 


0.7 


L12 


N.S. 


Last six weeks 


76.0 








First six weeks 


75.3 








READING 


N=85 


0.5 


0.81 


N.S. 


Last six weeks 


75.1 








First six wc^ks 


74.6 









•While tl» average rcpcfft card gra«te djtained in mathranaiics at the end of tte final ax 
week maiking period was higher than that obtained for the first six we^, the 
difference between Uxo two grades was not ^gniflcant 

►While the avoage rqxHt rard grade obtained in reading at the end erf the final six week 
marking paiod was higher than that obtained fcff the first six w<»ks, the difference 
between the two grades was not significant. 



RESEARCH QUESTION 6 



Did the parents believe that their children were helped by the program? 



The fdlowing percentages are based on 28 respondents to a parental attitudes questionnaiie 
regaiding the Ext^cd-Day CM-Qra^jus program. 



Parental Responses to Survey Questions 



AsaresuUofmtemUng 
this program, my ckiUTs 


Inqxtov^ 


Declined 


Not Qianged 


NoCOmn^l 


intexest in school has 


71% 


4% 


21% 


4% 


behavior in school has 


68% 


0 


32% 


0 


gnufes at sdiool have 


79% 


7% 


14% 


0 


sttdy habits have 


86% 


0 


11% 


4% 



•The parents reported that their children were helped by the jaograni, Improvcc- intoest 
in schod was reported by 71% of the respondents, with 68% reporting improved 
school behavior and 86% noting improved study habits. In addition, 79% reported 
that their children's grades have gone up. 



13 



RESEARCH QUESTION 7 



Did the parents report their own active participation In the program? 



The following prcssnts questions and responses to questions on a paraital questicsmaire 
regarding the Extend^-Day CHf-Campus progranj. The percentages a^e based on 28 
respondents. 

The puxpo% of this program... 

has been fully explain^l to me. 43% 
hasbeoibri^yacplainedtome. 43% 
has never b«n explained to me. 14% 

I have been infc^n^ about my child's progress, problems, etc. in this program. 
Once 54% 
Mcac than once 25% 
Never 21% 

I have talked about my child's progress, problems, etc. with a teachra" in this prognun. 



Onoe 
Mote than once 
Neva- 



57% 

18% 
25% 



I have 



visited the program to see the classes in operation. 
QrKe 57% 
Motc than (Mice 7% 
Never 36% 



I have 



learnt 1m5w to help my child with his/her 



school work. 



Yes 
No 

1 am not sure 



54% 
14% 

32% 



I want the program... 

to continue as it is next year. 

ID ccHntinue with scHne changes next year 

to disccmdnue next year. 

no consist 



71% 
18% 
0% 
11% 



RESEARCH QUESTION 7 (continueii) 



•A majfHity of parents rcsponcbd affirmatively to questions regarding their participation 
in^ pY^ram. For example. 64% r^rted having visited the pro-am to ^ the 
class in q^eration. In addition, 79% reported being infmu^ about their children's 
progress, with 75% r^xming having discussed their children with a teach«. 

*When a^ed if diey wanted ^ isogram to ccmtinue, 71% reported wanting die 
program to ccmtinue "as-is**, with another 1S% wanting it to continue with sotat 
changes. No parents rcponcd wanting to sec the program come to an end. 
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RESEARCH QUESTION 8 



Did the students believe that they were helped by the program? 



The students were asked the following question: 

Do you think this program has helped you to do better in school? 



A tmal of 66 students responded to this question, with 67% reporting being helped "a lot" 
and 18% r^xjrting being helped "a little. No students reported not facing helped by the 
program; 15% did not respcmd to this question. 
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RESEARCH QUESTION 9 



Did the students report liking the program? 



The billowing present quesdcns and responses to questions on a student questitmnaire 
regarding the Extemied-Day Off-Campus program. TTic percentages are based on 66 
respondents. 

How much do you like this program? 
ak« 43% 
aUitle 43% 
don't like it 14% 

Would you like to come to this program next year? 
Yes 77% 
No 8% 
I am nm sure 14% 
no ccHnment 2% 

Would you like the nunU«r of days you come to this program to... 
increase 56% 
decrease 6% 
remain as it is 38% 



TVends 

•Most students appeared to like the program, with 43% reporting liking it "a lot" and 
anothesr 43% liking it "a Httle". 

•When asked if they would like to come to the program next year, 77% said yes and 8% 
said no. In addition, 56% reported wanting the number of days they coxm to this 
program to increase, with another 38% wanting the number of days to remain the 
same. 
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